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Minutes of the Meeting of November 5, 1976. 


Dr. J.W. O'Brien (Chairman) Mr. K. Adams; Dean R. Breen; Prof. L. 
Bessner; Dean R. Verschingel; Prof. H. Enesco; Prof. G. Gross; Prof. M. 
Osman; Prof. G. Xistris; Dean I. Campbell; Dean A. Pinsky; Ms. V. Turini; 
Prof. D. Frost; Prof. A. Deland; Dean A. Audet; Mr. B. Rennie; Prof. G. 
Brink; Prof. L. Smith; Prof. E. West'; Dean J.C. Callaghan; Prof. M. 
Cohen; Mr. M. Horgan; Mr. G. Bushe; Mrs. J. Lowensteyn; Mr. J. 
McDonald; Dean M. Flynn; Ms. R. Parsons; Mr. S. Kutukian; Prof. A. 
Jordan; Prof. D. Sheps; Prof. M. Douglass; Prof. J. Chaikelson; Prof. S. 
McDonough; Dean S. French; Prof. M. Hogben; Prof. J. Bordan; Rev. A. 
Graham; Prof. G. Adams; Mr. J. Kubina; Prof. J. Locke; Prof. S. 
McEvenue; Prof. J. Ornstein; Prof. R. Smith; Dean A. Berczi; Dr. P.E. 
Filion; Prof. J. H. Whitelaw; Prof. M. Despland; Mr. J. Mathewson; Mr. 
K. Quinn; Ms. R. Przestrzelski; Mr. A. Bullard; Prof. C. Bertrand; Prof. 
K. Waters; Prof. D. McLaughlin; Prof. J. Moore; Mr. K. Torrens 


Call to order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the first part of the meeting was a Closed 
Session dealing with the Fall 1976 Graduation lists and he asked that 
anyone in attendance who was not a member of Senate or who are not 
involved with the Graduation lists to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Additional Curriculum Changes - 1977/78 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this item was placed on the agenda because at the 
last meeting of Senate there were a few loose ends which were to be dealt 
with at the first meeting at which they might be ready. None of those items 
have advanced to the point in the intervening week that they are ready for 
re-presentation today. This item will appear on the agenda for the regular 
November meeting to be dealt with at that time. 


CLESEC - Entrance Requirements to University Undergraduate 
Programmes in Pure and Applied Sciences 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this has been placed on the agenda because it has 
reached a point at which a decision is demanded of the University with 
considerable urgency. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained document US-76-11-D2. He 
referred to the statement in the last paragraph on page,3 that "the final 
version of the document will be available at the November 5, 1976 meeting 


of Senate," and advised that to the best of his knowledge it left his office a 
few days ago but has not yet arrived at Senate. Senate was being asked to 
approve the proposed profiles as listed on page 2 of document 
US-76-11-D2 to replace the existing profiles. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that at the present time there already exists agreement 
among the Universities, the CEGEPs and the Department of Education, 
which defines the admission profiles. We are entitled to take people with 
different profiles if we have room, but we are obliged to take people with 
the defined profiles unless there are problems of overcrowding. There has 
been considerable complaint over students not knowing exactly what they 
should take and in consequence these agreements also provide that these 
admission Profiles will only be changed after appropriate notice. 


Dr. O'Brien emphasized that if we approve these profiles we are in effect 
adopting a statement that this is the normal profile for admission to Science 
or Engineering and we are binding ourselves to take students who follow 
the particular profile. If we have extra space available, we may take other 
students. 


The feeling was expressed that if these profiles are approved today by 
Senate they would then have to go back to those Faculty Councils 
concerned for them to make a choice as to which of these profiles they 
would want for admission to the programmes in the respective Faculties. It 
was suggested that if these are sent to the Faculty Councils first there is the 
possibility that each Council will accept one of the profiles and we would 
have very little debate at the next Senate meeting. On the other hand, if one 
of the Councils feels so strongly that none of the profiles are workable, 
Senate should hear about this before approving them. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this was not the first time that this problem of 
profiles has come to Senate and specifically the Science and Engineering 
profiles have been recycling for quite some time. It would appear that at the 
Provincial level it has now reached the point where there is general 
agreement on these profiles and what exists here is a negotiated agreement 
among all of the parties involved. He pointed out that we have been asked to 
reply to CLESEC and the reason for bringing it to Senate with this urgency 
is that CLESEC is obviously trying to force the pace and is attempting to get 
a University commitment out of what the University representatives have 
negotiated out over a fair number of months. He stated that he would rather 
send it to Councils if there was a month available to do so but he has to 
write within the next week advising CLESEC of Senate's decisions on this 
matter. He also emphasized that it was Senate, and only Senate, that has 
authority over admission requirements. 


Dean Callaghan advised that he would be quite happy if we were to state 
that this represents what we might call our maximum set of requirements 
and students who have those courses have a right to be in the Faculty of 
Engineering. But he did not think that that was what was being said. He 
also felt that the proposed changes did not represent an improvement and the 
Faculty of Engineering is happier with the present set-up. He suggested that 
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an internal. group should be established to come up with a statement as to 
exactly what we stand for in Engineering and Science. This should be done 
before we agree to the proposed profiles. This is not a trivial matter and we 
ought to put together as clear a document as possible before Senate deals 
with it. 


Dean Verschingel advised that his Faculty could probably live with the 
profiles as maximum requirements but not as compulsory minimum 
requirements administered automatically either inside or outside the 
Universities. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that much of this debate was taking place at the wrong time. 
Either it belongs six months in the future when this particular issue is settled 
and the inevitable next round begins, or it belongs two years ago when the 
present round commenced. We have a situation in which representatives of 
the University, who have been in-contact with the Faculties and 
Departments concerned, have been trying for many months to change the 
previous profile to a more acceptable one. He found it incredible that at the 
eleventh hour in the process, after those negotiations have continued for 
month after month, we seem to have a tendency to say that this is not a 
reasonable point to have reached at this stage. We rather seem to be 
considering whether the direction that has been pursued for the last two 
years was the right one or whether we should have joined in the system at 
all, or whether the Province of Quebec should have gone in this direction. 
He did not know whether Senate at this point, because of the particular form 
that the discussion was taking, was really in any very good position to 
decide on this issue. 


It was pointed out that the document (US-76-11-D2) was dated November 
2, 1976, and it was argued that it was unfair to expect Senate to arrive at a 
decision without consultation with the Faculty involved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT DOCUMENT US-76-11-D2 BE REFERRED TO 
THE FACULTY COUNCILS CONCERNED AND THAT A WRITTEN 
REPORT BE MADE BY THESE COUNCILS FOR THE NEXT 
MEETING OF SENATE. 


It was suggested that this would provide an opportunity for consultation 
with McGill to find out what they are doing. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Concern was expressed over the problem of students entering with CEGEP 
deficiencies who end up taking more than the normal course load by taking 
courses at both the University and the CEGEPs simultaneously. It was 
pointed out, however, that the problem in regulating this practise is that it 
would take inter-institutional cooperation to enforce it, which, given the 
present negative reaction of the CEGEPs to admitting students to University 
with incomplete DEC's, would be extremely difficult to achieve. 
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Dr. O'Brien pointed out that to be realistic the problem is going to disappear 
because Universities are not going to be able to admit students for very 
much longer with incomplete DEC's. 


OPEN SESSION 


Organization of Science at Concordia 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that at this meeting he said he would ask those 
who had specific proposals to bring forward in the light of previous 
discussion to let him know and he would recognize them at the beginning of 
the meeting and we would then proceed in the light of what seemed to be the 
best situation. He has been informed of three submissions to be made and 
he noted that the documents have been circulated. 


Mr. Mathewson pointed out that there were some corrections to the original 
document which was prepared by himself and Mr. Quinn and these have 
been made to the document which has been circulated to the Senators today 
(DOC-US-76-11-DI). 


In presenting the document (US-76-11-Dl), Mr. Mathewson reviewed why, 
in his opinion, Senate was debating the future of Science and also some of 
the aspects of the debate which he felt were pertinent to the decision that 
Senate must make. 


He emphasized that the key variants in the debate and what we should be 
trying to attain were excellence in undergraduate education both through 
teaching and research; the development of innovative programmes which 
will differentiate us in a significant way from McGill University; the 
development of interdisciplinary programmes and inter-faculty dialogue; the 
development of community oriented applied programmes, especially in the 
areas of science and interdisciplinary studies; to allow graduate studies to be 
developed in those areas where finances and manpower permit; and finally, 
to develop a structure which will remain stable in spite of possible 
contractions in student enrolments over the next fifteen years and one which 
will be a permanent structure. 


He argued that in approaching the solutions to the above problems Senate 
should remember that it is our duty to remain perspective rather than 
retrospective and we must gear our solutions towards a future Concordia 
rather than a past Sir George Williams or a past Loyola. 


He pointed out that the proposal which he and Mr. Quinn are putting 
forward attempts to achieve the goals in two ways. First, they have 
analyzed the existing proposals in an attempt to recommend which of the 
options best fills Concordia's needs. Secondly, they have proposed the 
establishment of a Board of Interdisciplinary Studies to deal with those 
areas which they felt could be better optimized through a Board rather than 
through any other areas which have been proposed. The specific 
recommendations that they were proposing are that recommendation 16 (a) 
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of the Bordan report be adopted along with the recommendations listed on 
page 12 of the revised document (DOC-US-76-11.-Dl). 


In presenting his proposals (DOC-US-76-11-D3), Father Graham explained 
that he did not attempt to go into the details partly because of the lack of time 
but also because he felt that this was something that would have to be 
debated and the filling in of the details could more appropriately be done by 
people more closely connected with the actual working of the academic 
operation. 


He pointed out that the first recommendation was that the orientation of 
Graduate Studies should be changed. This would have the effect of 
concentrating Graduate Studies in a slightly different way and would also 
bring the debate of Arts and Science onto the stage of the undergraduate 
studies where perhaps it could be handled a little more easily. 


With respect to Graduate Studies, he emphasized that he deliberately 
mentioned Arts and Science only and did not include the other three 
Faculties in his proposal largely because he did not want to bring those 
dimensions into the debate which he was trying to keep to fairly constrained 
lines. 


Concerning Arts and Science, he explained that rather than calling it a 
Faculty, he felt that one has to take the concept in the context in which we 
have it. That is, that the traditional way of thinking, the symbolism which 
we have had on both campuses, means something to us which we should 
not easily change. Rather than call the union of Arts and Science a Faculty, 
he was suggesting that it be called a Division, perhaps for want of a better 
word. This Division would then be divided into three or more sub-divisions 
such as Humanities, Natural Sciences and Social Sciences. These would be 
called Faculties headed by Deans. The Division would be responsible for 
the interdisciplinary ideas and development that everyone wants. 


Dean Berczi, in presenting the resolution concerning the academic 
organization of Concordia (DOC-US-76-11-D4), advised that the motion 
was self-explanatory in the sense that many Senators had remarked at the 
last meeting that the Deans should get together and discuss and resolve the 
current dilemma of the "Future of Science at Concordia." The Deans have 
taken this responsibility seriously and they have met and are in the process 
of developing some kind of agreement which they hope to be able to 
recommend to the Senate as something which they can unanimously 
support. For this they need the authority from Senate to go through this 
process of negotiation. 


It was wondered whether the resolution precluded groups within the Senate 
from getting together to discuss these matters and submitting their views to 
Deans. 


Dean Berczi advised that the resolution was not intended to exclude any 
other further suggestions and the motion, if passed, would mean that they 
would have to be submitted to this particular committee. 


Responding to a question as to whether the suggested February reporting 
date fitted in with the University's timetable for the issue, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that it did not and what has to be weighed by Senate is the 
disadvantage of delaying a decision on Science versus the advantage of 
exploring a much wider question of organization. If the chances of coming 
up with an overall and obviously major change in the organization of 
Concordia which would make the whole thing operate more effectively for 
the difficult period of years ahead, would be enhanced by taking the 
additional months, that would be a price that would have to be paid. He 
suggested that if we go in this direction, it might be desirable to attempt to 
begin to get the Science Departments starting to work on some of the 
matters that are going to affect them, and in which they are going to have to 
come up with solutions. If the motion is passed, he will consider seriously 
whether there is a term of reference which could be given to the 
Departments so that they could proceed to consider certain problems that do 
not overlap unduly with the questions of a broader nature that have been 
debated in Senate or which do not depend on an answer being already given 
to those broader questions. 


It was indicated by a show of hands that the motion was unanimously 
supported by the six Faculty Deans and Dean Breen stated that he wished to 
go on record as supporting the resolution wholeheartedly and that he would 
do his utmost to come up with a decision which would have the unanimous 
support of all the Faculty Deans. 


It was explained that the logic of the definition of the group was that the 
operating Deans had the responsibility for the development of the Faculty 
and for the personnel and curriculum of the Faculty and the Dean of 
Graduate Studies was therefore not included. 


The feeling was expressed that the resolution from the Deans was being 
presented too late in that the Deans were now offering to take leadership in a 
cause in which they should have taken leadership possibly a year ago. Also, 
there was concern expressed over the precedent which this might set over 
decisions in academic matters in that every time Senate gets bogged down 
we will look to the Deans to solve the problems. On the other hand, it was 
also felt that the way in which the Senate was organized was a bad structure 
for any kind of problem-solving decision making. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE PROPOSED RESOLUTION CONCERNING 
THE ACADEMIC ORGANIZATION OF CONCORDIA 
(DOC-US-76-11-D4) BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that support for the motion could only be given if there was 
an amendment at least to include fusion of the Science Departments, that 
search committees be set up immediately to look for chairmen for those 
Departments, and a definite commitment in principle that three months from 
now the Faculty structure will be decided. 


Support was voiced for the motion, it being argued that since Senate began 
debating this issue the comments can be determined by identifying the 
campus of origin of each speaker. There has not been one person from the 
Sir George Williams campus who has recommended a joint Arts and 
Science Faculty nor has there been anyone from the Loyola campus who 
has recommended a separate Science structure. The view was expressed that 
if we expect Senate to * reach a unanimous or majority decision we are 
daydreaming. It was hoped that the Deans can come up with a 
recommendation that will be acceptable to most people on the Senate. 
Moreover, it was emphasized that in any event, the solution that we are 
going to arrive at does not rest with the Deans but rather with the Senate 
because the Senate will still have to approve the recommendation. 


Dean French wondered, in view of the fact that upwards of eighty percent 
of the questions which have been raised in Senate during this debate over 
the past few weeks have to do with Graduate Studies, why he has been 
excluded from the group of Deans. 


In seconding the motion, Dean Callaghan explained that while he had not 
been a part of the debate at this point, he had hoped to come to the Senate 
meetings to hear a debate which would make it clear to him which way to 
vote. He has been unable so far to do this. There has been a variety of good 
suggestions made, one of which may be eventually accepted by the Senate, 
but it was unclear to him at this point what the reasons would be to do so in 
relationship to selecting some other approach. What he was trying to do was 
to help advance the debate and to be able to inform the members of the 
Engineering Faculty on the developments. He also emphasized that we must 
alert the University community that Senate at this point is not just dealing 
with the Science question but rather, it is dealing with the broader question 
of Arts and Science. 


It was pointed out that the motion which has been made represented only 
one of the three new responses that Senate is considering today. The 
submissions made by Mr. Mathewson and Mr. Quinn on the one hand, and 
by Father Graham on the other, represent two important and lucid 
statements which are responsive to the way in which Senate has been 
debating this issue and go part of the way toward resolving the sort of 
deadlock that we have had. Senate, or which ever group inherits this 
problem from Senate, should accept these two statements as important 
statements made after two full debates in Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this ties in with earlier remarks that if there are 
other groups which may produce other lucid statements, these would also 
be sent to this group of Deans, if it is so set up, to be given appropriate 
consideration. 


It was suggested that we should split the motion into two parts. The first 
motion would be to set up a smaller body to consider the four 
recommendations in the resolution (DOC-US-76-11-D4) and the second 
motion would be to decide who that body would be. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the motion on the floor has been put as a unit and 
he did not consider that it was appropriate to split the motion. If it is 
defeated, we could then have another motion to set up a working committee 
to do much the same thing. He was prepared however, to accept an 
amendment which had been suggested earlier in the debate, provided that 
the wording of it was made clear an amendment was suggested by Prof. 
Cohen, that "in the interim, recommendations 1 and 2 of Professor 
Bordan's Report (DOC-US-76-7-D 14) be accepted." 


Prof. Bordan advised that while he supported Prof. Cohen's idea, he felt 
that we could not have departments without fitting them into a Faculty 
structure which was why the debate started at the other end. He did not 
think that it would make sense to expect Senate to recommend that joint 
departments be established, however much many people would like to see 
this done, without having them somehow relate to a Faculty structure. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY 
MR. KUTURIAN, THAT RECOMENDATIONS 1 AND 2 OF 
PROFESSOR BORDAN'S REPORT (DOC-US-76-7-DI4) BE 
IMPLEMENTED TO TAKE EFFECT AS OF JUNE 1, 1977. 


It was argued that the effect of the amendment if passed, would be to tie the 
hands of task forces that we want set up because it already makes the 
decision for them and it prejudices whatever report this committee is going 
to come forward with. 


It was stated that the amendment had nothing to do with the main thrust of 
the motion and it was suggested that the Chairman should consider whether 
it should in fact be allowed as an amendment or as a separate motion. 


Prof. Cohen stated that, with the agreement of the seconder, he would be 
prepared to withdraw the amendment, provided he would be allowed to 
introduce it as a motion after Senate has voted on the motion which was 
presently on the floor. 


Senate agreed to this approach and the amendment was withdrawn. 
Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the terminology 
"Faculty Deans" did not include the Dean of Graduate Studies; however, the 
terminology "Academic Deans" did. 

AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. GROSS, THAT THE WORDS "FACULTY DEANS" BE 
CHANGED TO "ACADEMIC DEANS. 

- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY MR. 
KUTURIAN, THAT RECOMMENDATIONS 1 AND 2 OF PROF. 
BORDAN'S REPORT (DOC-US-76-7-D14) BE APPROVED, WITH THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A SINGLE SET OF UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENTS TO BECOME EFFECTIVE AS OF JUNE 1, 1977, AND 
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEES TO BE 
EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY. 


It was explained that the motion, if passed, would set a deadline for the 
Deans to come up with Faculty structures by June 1, 1977. 


It was pointed out that Loyola Arts and Science Faculty Council had 
unanimously approved a structure for a single Arts and Science Faculty 
under which umbrella the departments would be allowed to fuse. The 
reason for agreeing to allow the departments to fuse within a single Arts and 
Science Faculty was that it was hoped that the departments would not 
maintain their present description and that there would be a significant 
reorganization of departments. To freeze the departments with the present 
definitions would be to kill the hope of having a creative Arts and Science 
Faculty in the future. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED - 


Adjournment 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


